
June 1, 1971 

ZIonorable Gaylord Itelooa and 
EIonorable Alan Crs- 
Coaittee on Labor and Public Welfare 
United St&es Senate 
Washington, KC, 20310 

Dear Gaylord, dear Alan, 

Thank you for yotrr letter of May 25th ad for having introduced 
amendment 109 to the conquett of cancer act, 5.34. 

A8 you may know I was,officially speaking, a member of the national 
panel of conuultantr on the conque8t of cancer although I was unable to 
take a very active role in the deliberation that led to the final report. 
When I lent rg name to the panel48 recommexdationa I did not regard the 
question of a reparatc cancer agency ae the focal i8oue l hd whatever mi8- 
giving8 I had at that time were outweighed by the evident need to convey 
a proper 8enm of urgency about dealing with the cancer problem. Agaiart 
a baclrground of chronically deteriorating financial ad administrative 
support for cancer research and for health rerearch generally, over the 
part oeveral yearr, the eitablishscat of a new agency would have been an 
improvement over the tbea exirting rituatioa. ‘Ihio ir not to llay that it 
could ever been regarded as the ideal rolution. I did not believe it then 
and now that such an encouraging level of public attention has been 
directed to cancer reeearch I believe that we can forrmlats far better way8 
of dealing with the problem than were embodied in the panel report at that 
time. la the interval, a8 the draft legielation ha8 progressed, it ha8 l lro 
become apparent that the textural forprulation of the bill put the final 
authority and rerponsibility for the overright of the program at ever greater 
distance from the competent scientific cmnity, in the name of “efficient 
businesslike managemeut”. f do not believe that thir aspect of the proporal 
was ever the intention of the reoearch-experienced merPber8 of the panel. 

Having now taken into account the new initiatives by the Reoidcnt 
and by Secretary Richardron toward8 the reinvigoration of cancer research 
I murt now give greater weight to the obviour demerit8 of reparating the 
cancer program from other function8 of HIIS. Such a reparation could be 
di~artroorrwith respect both to cancer and to health progreor generally. 
Whatever path fr taken should avoid that contimency! 

Much ha8 been made of some of the adafnirtrative difficultier that 
have indeed impeded many initiatives for progrerr in cancer. However, 
these difficulties are in no way a result of the arrociation of cancer 
research within the NIH but have to do with the relative inviribility 
of HIH within the department of HEW. Furthermore, congrerrional 
appropriation practice8 relating to BEN but l l8o impinging directly on 
#RI have been one of the mefor murcea of difficulty. I refer to the 
l ppropriatiou of funds authorized for only 8 single firer1 year but many 
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tfmes at leart 6 aoath after the year bad actually begun! Having 
to face such legal ob6tacler is no wonder that Ml3 official6 had great 
difficulty in adaaini6trating research fund6 and that adverre way6 
had been 6mde throughout the whole procesr of federally supported 
health research, It rhould take little imagination to 6ee the impact 
of euch delay8 and undertrintie6 on our plan8 for exploring what is, 
by definition, the unknown. There then arc the mjor difficulties 
that should be addreoeed by legirlative reasdier. S.34 16 a gratifying 
reeponse to the fUndaS#ent81 motive of rtarting new paths for the solution 
of the cancer problem as 8tated in your speech of Hay 216t however” 
“the only difference of opinion is over what is the beat approach to 
aCcO66pli6h this end@‘. 

Ihe proporal eabodied in your amendmmt is, in xy view, the mo8t 
reoponsfve and creative answer to these challengerr. A6 a nratter of general 
principle I would rtrongly favor the establirhaent of the MYE as a 
separate agency freed frop the entangled web of coucern6 that are a 
necesrary accompani6mnt of the enormmu6 diverrifled re8pon6ibflitie6 
of the department of XEW. However, we are not starting frm a blank 
tablet but satst deal with m exi6tiag organization and there may be 
cost6 connected with the extraction of MXll that are not revealed by 
a superficial analysir, Furtbermre, this i6 an era of baric re- 
apprairal of the executive establishmmt and it 6my be derfrable to re- 
analyze the placement of MIH in the light of reorganixation plan6 
8lready before the Cougrers. f am sure that these conriderations will 
be qlp ventilated in the hearing4 before your subcor&aittee and that 
due accouut will be taken of them. ‘Ihi.6 is arerely to suggest that 
d46pite the prirac Writ6 of independent agency status for HIH a6 6 whole 
the adarinicltration should be given an opportunity to develop it6 prograea 
and it6 own ca6e about the reorganization of the health-related functions 
of the federal e6tabli6harent. 

ahe mtmt ilaportant consideration of those mentioned remaine, however, 
that the cancer program should not be reparated from other facets of health 
reoearch. Such a rreparatioa by ittelf will 6olve none of the urgent problems 
of research adminietration and the legi6letive reme&fer for thoee problems 
are es important for the remainder of HIii a8 they are for cancer work. 

With reepect to the national cancer advisory board I (PI gratified 
that you have taken care to precrerve all the function6 of the old 
advirory council. It 18 not Clam to me that section 7 indeed aCCompli8he6 
the 6e end with respect to the advisory council6 of the other inatitute6 
within the XRi. I would urge that you give this legal detail whatever 
attention may be needed to clarify it. gut I believe that the operation of 
these c0uncil6, which are the principal organ of re6pon6ibility for the 
8cientffic integrity of grmt-based progrm, tbould be rtrengthened. 
At the prceent time mart of the c0uncil8 h6ue the obligation to approve 
individual granta before they 6my be awarded, a function which a6 you know 
is 161 fact 16tple6mnted primarily by expert rtudy rections who forward their 
recomendation6 to the council. Thie 16 a rather inflexible arrangement 
which often tie8 the council'6 hand6 for fear of imposing unwarrantable 
delays. The council would in fact be 6trengthened if it were authorized 
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to delegate the final approval for grants to which it mey have given 
contingent spproval subject to whatever epecific procedure8 and guideline6 
end other crfteria it may heve e4tablirhed. ibis 18 the best way that 
a couacil that may be able to meet only three or four time8 a year can 
6till umintain it4 WiSe overright Of the 6Ci6ntfffC grant program 
without Fraposing the burdens amd delay of repeated postponement6 from 
one council meting to another. 

A6 this 16 one of the principal objection6 to the current operation 
of the national cancer institute mntioned by it8 critiqult may w6rrant 
giving a requirite amount of attention to this problem. 

Again let ~66 rap that tbe bill S.34 a6 emended promfses to be one 
of the nm8t important poritive step8 in behalf of health rereerch in 
recent year8. 

Sincerely your6, 

Jorhua Lederberg 
kofes8or of Genetic8 

JL/rr 


